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OPINION 1 

APHIS PYRI BOYER DE FONSCOLOMBE, 1841 (INSECTA- 
HEMIPTERA) CONSERVED ( 

pyri ValffSozli DuhlfS 1 •' 8 t P uT ry P ° Wers ’ the s P ec ! fic ™me 
of??omonymy both W^^ofPnority^and the Law 

(2) It is hereby ruled that the work bv Kittel <j., r ioc 

published^' 3S Tw C nam<! 'T! Bo >' er dc Fonscolombe, 1841 as 
Ofljcla, List ofSp.X m NT m esT2SS g “ w ». 

(3) Zli ?H 0t ’ 18 ° 2 ’ aS published in the binomen Aphis 
f[( ’. and as suppressed under the plenary powers in 

(1) above (Name Number 1078)- n 

the following names published in combination with 
the generic name Aphis by Kittel, 1827: 
aquilegiae nigra (Name Number 1079) 
aquilegiae flava (Name Number 1080) 
sonchi pruinosa (Name Number 1081) 
sonchi viridifurcata (Name Number 1082) 
nyosciami (Name Number 1083) ’ 

pyri (Name Number 1084) 
solani (Name Number 1085) 
piperis (Name Number 1086) 
epilobii (Name Number 1087) 
scirpi (Name Number 1088) 
morae (Name Number 1089) 
lavaterae (Name Number 1090) 

-ri .! as m 'nor (Name Number 1091) 


(b) 
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HISTORY OF THE CASE Z.N.(S.)2062 

An application for the conservation of Aphis pyri Boyer de 
Fonscolombe, 1841, was first received from Dr V.F. Eastop ( British 
Museum (Natural History), London) on 12 March 1974. It was sent 
to the printer on 5 April 1974 and published on 20 September 1974 in 
Bull. zooL Nom . vol. 31, pp. 164-166. Public notice of the possible 
use of the plenary powers in the case was given in the same part of 
the Bulletin as well as to the statutory serials and to seven 
entomological serials. 

The application was supported by Dr. Louise M. Russell ( U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Beltsville, Maryland 20705, USA) and 
by Dr. Hille Ris Lambers ( Bladluisonderzoek TNO , Bennekom, 
Netherlands ), who pointed out that he had rejected Kittel’s names in 
1939 ( Temminckia , vol. 4, p. 2), as also did Doncaster in 1961 
{Francis Walker s Aphids , London) because Kittel was not 
consistently binominal. 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

On 27 September 1978 the members of the Commission were 
invited to vote under the Three-Month Rule on Voting Paper (78)23 
for or against the proposals set out in Bull. zool. Nom. vol. 31, pp. 
165-166. At the close of the voting period on 27 December 1978, the 
state of the voting was as follows: 

Affirmative Votes — twenty-two (22) received in the 
following order: Melville, Holthuis, Brinck, Eisenmann, Alvarado, 
Mroczkowski, Vokes, Willink, Habe, Tortonese, Binder, Corliss, 
Welch, Heppell, Ride, Bayer, Cogger, Kraus, Nye, Sabrosky, 
Dupuis, Bernardi 

Negative Votes — none (0) 

A late affirmative vote was returned by Starobogatov. 

The following comments were sent in by members of the 
Commission with their voting papers: 

Mroczkowski : There is no need to place Kittel’s 1827 names 
on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names if the 
whole work of Kittel, 1827, is placed on the Official Index of 
Rejected and Invalid Works.’ 

Heppell: ‘I believe proposal 4b is unnecessary if proposals 2 
and 5 are accepted. While I accept that it is desirable in the 
application to indicate which names are involved when the 
suppression of a work is asked for, I think it clutters the Official 
Index quite unnecessarily to add such included names individually.’ 

Sabrosky: ‘Re Kittel (1827), the mere fact that “the author did 
not consistently use binominals” would not necessarily make the 


Bull. zool. Nom ., vol 38, pt 4, November 1981 


241 


work unavailable: the apparent polynomials might be acceptable 
compounds (Article 26a). The application does not make their 
derivation clear. Moreover, one might argue that Kittel’s names 1 
through 4, and no. 13, were equivalent to saying “var. nigra ”, “var. 
flava ”, etc., as has apparently been done in considering Linnaeus 
(1758) to be consistently binominal! However, most important, the 
Kittel names were considered by the Commission in Opinion 50 
(published 1912), and the Commission then viewed the polynominal 
specific names as unavailable, although the Summary mentioned 
only Aphis aquilegiae flava , the subject of the application submitted 
to it. To confirm this history, I vote for the proposals regarding 
Kittel’s work, but feel obliged to comment that an application which 
concerns an entire work should more adequately examine the work 
itself and justify the case.’ 

[Note by the Secretary: In view of Dr. Sabrosky’s comment, I 
examined Kittel’s work and found that that author had listed the 
Latin and French names in two columns, e.g.: 
p. 148 Aphis aquilegiae nigra Puceron noir de l’ancolie 

Aphis aquilegiae flava Puceron jaune de l’ancolie 
p. 149 Aphis sonchi pruinosa Puceron a duvet du laiteron 

Aphis sonchi 

viridifurca [sic] Puceron vert-brun du laiteron 

p. 154 Aphis salicis minor Petit puceron du saule 
This shows conclusively that the names in question are acceptable 
neither as trinominals nor as compound names. R. V.M.] 


ORIGINAL REFERENCES 

The following are the original references for names placed on 
an Official List and an Official Index by the ruling given in the 
present Opinion: 

pyri, Aphis, Vallot, 1802, Concordance systematique...a Youvrage 
de Reaumur intitule: Memo ires pour servir a Vhistoire des 
Insectes (Paris), p. 94 

pyri, Aphis, Boyer de Fonscolombe, 1841, Ann. Soc. entomol. 
France, vol. 10, pp. 189-190 

The thirteen names listed in paragraph 4b of the ruling: Kittel, 1827, 
Mem. Soc. linn. Paris, vol. 5, pp. 133-155. 

The following is the title of the work placed on the Official 
Index of Rejected and Invalid Works in Zoology by the present 
ruling: Kittel, M.B., 1827, Sur les pucerons, suivi de la description 
de quelques especes nouvelles, Mem. Soc. linn. Paris, vol. 5 (1826), 
pp.133-155. 
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CERTIFICATE 


I hereby certify that the votes cast on V.P.(78)23 were cast as 
set out above, that the proposal contained in that voting paper has 
been duly adopted under the plenary powers, and that the decision 
so taken, being the decision of the International Commission on 
Zoological Nomenclature, is truly recorded in the present Opinion 
No. 1188. 


R.V. MELVILLE 


Secretary 

International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 

London 
20 February 1981 


